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The purpose of this research paper IS to briefly define the Issues I assdclated with President Clinton's intent to rescind the Department of Defense Poliq on gays In the military, to highlight the mayor events that occurred during the policy process, to Identify the key actors and the roles they played In the policy development, and to discuss what happened in the debates that resolved the Issue and produced a new Department of Defense policy pertaining to gays rn the military.
The chronology of events relating to the debate on gays In the mllltaty, the compromise policy between President Clinton and the Congress, and the eventual codification into law began with a speech at Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government. On October 28,199l at a forum at Harvard University, a student asked presidential candidate Bill Clinton whether he would Issue an executive order to rescind the ban on homosexuals in the mrlrtatv.
Clinton responded 'Yes," and explained further: n I think people who are gay should be expected to work, and should be given the opportunity to serve their country. * He continued with that pledge throughout the 1992 presidential campaign? Clinton's comments and seemingly staunch positron on this issue created a furor within the Department of Defense, angered a powerful brparbsan coalition on Capital HIII, and awakened other "stakeholders" on both sides of the ' Ibl , 458 entirely would require one code for heterosexuals and a separate one for hombsexuals. The discussion carried over into the area of displaying affection on base, providing commissary privileges to same sex partners and allowing these same couples to live in government quarters. All the Senators preferred one code of conduct for all but, none had a solution to the issue.
Senator Murkowski (Alaska) was a proponent for retaining the current policy. He believed that military service was a privilege and is not a guaranteed right, as evidenced by the criteria to Join the military. Furthermore, he believed that allowing gays to openly serve in the military would be an extreme burden on the Veterans Affairs system, especially in the area of treatment and compensation for veterans with AIDS. He also voiced a concern about the effect that AIDS would have on the Veterans Group Life Insurance program. General (Ret.) H. Norman Schwarzkopf was one of several high-ranking officers to testify before the committee. During his testimony, General Schwarzkopf stated that the Armed Forces' principal mission was not to be instruments of social experimentation. He clearly stated that, "the first, forepost, and all eclipsing mission of the military was to be ready to fight our Nation's wars and when called upon to do so to win those wars." 6 He mentioned unit cohesion as the single most important factor in a unit's ablllty to succeed on the battlefield. In his estimation, anyone that disputes that fact may have been to war, but certainly never led troops into battle. He further stated that from his experience, "whenever it became known that someone was openly homosexual, polarization occurred, and both morale and unit effectiveness Secondly, the six-month-old practice of not asking about sexual orientation in the enlistment procedure will continue. Rnallv, an open statement by a service member that he or she is a homosexual will create a rebuttable presumption that he or she intends to engage In prohibited conduct, but the servicemember will be given an opportunity to refute that presumption.
This process used to develop this policy was a perfect example of the "p&rig and tugging" associated with the bureaucratrc model of decision-making.
All actors came into the process with specific goals, interests, stakes, and stands.
President Clinton entered the fray with a goal to fulfill a campaign promise, the gay nghts lobby came into the process with a goal to further extend the rights of gays and lesbians, and the military and the majority of Congress came into the battle determined to marntarn the status quo. The players ultimately worked through a process of deliberation, negotiation, and compromise that resulted In the Military's Don't Ask, Don't Tell policy.
